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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Applicant explained the claimed invention and pointed out 
differences between the cited references to the claimed invention. Applicant argues that Tamagawa and Logan fail to 
disclose using a conductive layer having a specific resistivity less than 10 Ohm.m on a plurality of pins in contact the 
object, Particularly, Applicant agued that the conductive layer (18) of Logan is not configured to contact with the 
object„as recited in the instant claims. The Examiner agreed to withdraw to the rejection set forth in the previous office 
action . 
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